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.. t13i) Order Mu;F‘}6/3““/0b/14 15657 .
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2. : The applicant was proceeded departmentally on

the. allegation that on the night intervening 15/16.7.84
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whern he was performing duty at Indira Gandhl  Alrport,

Torminal -~ II, New Delhl alongwith one Shri Jacob Georgs?
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Traffic Warden, he harassed one Shri Dilawar Singh
Shri Jagga, R/o Mehtabpur {(Puniab) for his entry in the

Alrport Building and extorted & sum of Rs.100/- from him.

was proved.,  On the basis of findings given by the enaulry

order  of romoval from service, which was later conflrmed

4, Shri Sama Singh, learned counsel for the

zoplicant  submitted that no eye witness was produced by

the respondents during the deparimental enguiry Lo prove
the guilt of the applicant. -Secondly, he a@lso submitted
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Az observed by us inthe.preceding. paragraphs,

the applicant had admitted his guilt in the presence of
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The D.A. i3, thereforse, dismissed., No costs,
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